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Abstract
This article analyses the dynamics of communication, specifically with regard to the significance of visualisations in urban
planning between the two competing political regimes of East and West Germany in divided Berlin (1945–1989). The arti-
cle will demonstrate the ways in which planners on either side of the Iron Curtain were confronted with matters unique to
their own political contexts and conditions for public communication, as well as how they faced similar challenges in fields
of urban renewal and negotiating public participation. The post-war decades in Berlin were marked by strong planning
dynamics: large-scale reconstruction after WWII and the ‘showcase character’ of political confrontation and competition.
In this context, new strategies of communicating urban planning to the public were developed, such as large-scale devel-
opment plans, public exhibitions and cross-border media campaigns. Paradigmatic shifts during the mid-1970s generated
new discourses about urban renewal and historic preservation. The new focus on small-scale planning in vivid and inhab-
ited inner-city neighbourhoods made new forms of communication and public depiction necessary. In the context of social
and political change as well as growing mediatisation, planning authorities utilised aspects of urban identity and civic par-
ticipation to legitimise planning activities. The article traces two small-scale planning projects for neighbourhoods in East
and West Berlin and investigates the interrelation of visual communication instruments in public discourses and planning
procedures during the 1980s, a period that prominently featured the new strategy of comprehensive planning. Further-
more, the article highlights the key role of micro-scale changes in the management of urban renewal along both sides of
the wall and the emergence of neighbourhood civil engagement and participation.
Keywords
Berlin; civic participation; communication strategy; planning history; public negotiation; small-scale planning; urban
renewal; visualising planning
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1. Introduction
This article examines the transformation of communica-
tive strategies and visual instruments in urban planning
over a long-term, historical perspective in order to con-
tribute a more comprehensive understanding of the on-
going transition of “cities on paper” (Lee & Weiß, 2019)
to a digital planning culture while set against the back-
ground of major transformations over the course of the
20th century. It focuses on the emergence of new com-
municative and visual practices in urban planning in di-
vided post-war Berlin while paying special attention to
the 1970s and 1980s. The study examines the usage of
several media varieties, from sketches and wallpapers
to posters in projects of urban planning on both sides
of the Wall; all of which is further embedded within an
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overarching analysis of the socio-political context of ur-
ban planning in East andWest Berlin during the ColdWar
(Warnke, 2009).
The article expands on earlier research concerning
the emergence of new practices and visual instruments
of communication in urban planning in the 20th cen-
tury, which was developed by planning historian Robert
Freeman and others with regard to the role of plan-
ning exhibitions and visual tools in European and US ur-
ban planning around 1910. At that time, as Freestone
highlights, “the exhibition was establishing a visuality of
bird’s eye view maps, plans, diagrams and pictures as a
very distinctive part of the planner’s professional toolkit”
(Freestone, 2018, p. 199). Freestone’s remark addresses
the exhibition as a new communicative instrument in
urban planning, the various types of visualisations, and
the planners’ practices (“toolkit”). He localises these key
components of ‘mediatisation’ (Krotz, 2007) in urban
planning within the specific historical context of 1910,
in which this distinctive type of visual communication
emerged for the first time (Bodenschatz & Kress, 2017).
Along with widening the temporal scope to the post-
WWII period as well as analysing a variety of practices
and visual devices beyond plans and exhibitions, the
article’s empirical content will be guided by questions
regarding the theory of communication (Selle, 1996;
Wakeman, 2014), such as: Who was ‘sending’ and who
was ‘receiving’ messages concerning urban planning
project; who was able and/or permitted to speak; which
channels, visual instruments and strategies of commu-
nication were used and who decided what questions
would be discussed? Exploring this set of questions for
both political systems provides a cross-cultural analysis
of emergent patterns of visualisation and communica-
tion in urban planning during the late 20th century from
an East-West comparative perspective. The article begins
with a reflection on the fundamental political, ideologi-
cal and institutional framework of Berlin´s urban devel-
opment during the Cold War Era. After examining the
cultural shift in society and planning during the 1970s,
the article introduces two case studies in urban planning
from both sides of the divided city in the 1980s, which
serve as empirical examples of the practical implementa-
tion of public communication and visual strategies, and
as representations of their ownparadigmatic distinctions
relative to their social-political environments. In it, the
position of individual actor groupswill be analysed to pro-
vide information about questions initially raised about
communication relations and decision making.
2. Berlin’s Special Urban Pathway in the Post-WWII
Period
Following the end of WWII, the German capital was
terribly destroyed. As such, Berlin entered into a spe-
cial pathway of urban development, which differed sig-
nificantly from those adopted across other large cities
around the world. The emergence of the two antago-
nist states—the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and
the socialist German Democratic Republic (GDR), both
established in 1949—along with the construction of the
Wall between the two states and around West Berlin in
1961 contextualised urban planning and development in
the metropolitan area for more than four decades. Both
sides were characterised by their virtually stagnant pop-
ulation growth, highly thinned-out industry and an ex-
traordinarily low dynamic of suburban sprawl. Divided
into two antagonistic political units, the city found itself
in a situation of limited self-governance under control
of the four Allies, the US, USSR, Britain and France, as
well as an apparent normalisation of everyday life while
undergoing a constant, far-reaching social and economic
transformation (Bernhardt, 2020). At the frontline of the
Cold War, urban planning became a battlefield of propa-
ganda and agitation between the two political systems
and their respective ideologies. While planning for ur-
ban growth had been a major feature of planning dur-
ing the first part of the 20th century and continued as
such in most Western cities during the economic boom
between the 1950s and 1970s (the trentes glorieuses,
or Wirtschaftswunder), in Berlin, it played only a mi-
nor role: In West Berlin, expansive urban development
was strictly limited by the Wall, while the socialist East
German regime, seeking to distance itself from the in-
fluence of Western suburban sprawl, gave priority to
projects featuring compact urban design.
Contrastingly, the two main periods and paradigms
of urban planning in Berlin during the Cold War were
marked by specific foci of planning and building, me-
dia and communication strategies. In the first twenty-
five years, until around 1970, the reconstruction of the
inner-urban housing stock and “great plans” to trans-
form the city centre into a new political landscape were
developed along both sides of the border within an
increasingly hostile political climate (Wittmann-Englert,
2015). They triggered a top-down planning culture, large-
scale bird’s eye visualisations and one-way communica-
tion in which the urban population was permitted to
function as nothing more than an audience (Bernhardt,
2020). As Klemek observed, at that time “quiescence
was characteristic in West Berlin, even among residents
directly affected by redevelopment schemes” (Klemek,
2011, p. 117). Popular media, especially local radio sta-
tions and newspapers, presented key projects, such as
East Berlin’s Stalinallee (Geist & Kürvers, 1989), the first
large-scale housing project, which was constructed east
of Alexanderplatz in the early 1950s in the new style of
socialist realism, imported directly from the USSR. On
the other side of the border, messages of modernisa-
tion and political superiority praised the newWest Berlin
motorway (Stadtautobahn), which was in keeping with
the spirit of US highway planning. This symbol of the
Western automotive age from 1954 onwards was de-
signed and publicly presented as an “image of the future”
(Zukunftsbild; Seehausen, 2015, p. 117). By contrast, con-
temporary media only rarely echoed critical comments
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of citizens, as in the prominent and controversial case of
the KaiserWilhelmGedächtniskirche (Kress, 2014) which
set a powerful landmark in the emerging newWest Berlin
city centre around Kurfürstendamm and the train sta-
tion, Zoologischer Garten. After the construction of the
BerlinWall in 1961, the situation in terms of planning cul-
ture changed only gradually. During this time, strategic
projects were realised to create a new socialist capital
city centre on the East side and a cultural centre West of
Potsdamer Platz with iconic buildings such as, Scharoun’s
Philharmony and the State Library aswell asMies van der
Rohe’s New National Gallery (Hoffmann-Axthelm, 2000).
3. The Cultural Shift of the 1970s
The second period and paradigm of planning in post-
WWII Berlin emerged from the late 1960s onwards in
the context of a growing institutional regularisation of
Berlin’s status as a divided city in formal agreements
between the four Allies and the two German govern-
ments (Barclay, 2012). This period is typically referred
to as the transition to ‘urban renewal’ (behutsame
Stadterneuerung) and presented as a narrative of pub-
lic intellectual critique initiated by Jane Jacobs (1961),
Alexander Mitscherlich (1965) and others as well as
bottom-up protests from citizens groups and rebellious
students (Schubert, 2014; Warnke, 2009). However, this
narrative oversimplifies the transformation in society
and planning, as it neglects the broad variety of actors
and new trends in urban policies, which resulted in a
profound cultural shift in the theories and practices of
planning. In West Berlin, it was especially leading archi-
tects from the Technical University including, Peter Josef
Kleihues andMatthias Ungers, as well as the department
ofmonument protection in themunicipal administration,
which developed new forms of thinking and visualising
the city, particularly with regard to the old inner-urban
quarters (Stimmann, 2009). At the same time, as early
as 1970, East Berlin planners such as Manfred Zache,
developed pioneering concepts for inner-urban renewal,
which broke with established practices of destruction
(Kahlschlagsanierung; Zache, 2000). These were only
two initiatives within a broad reform movement, which
also marked a turn towards “signs and signification pro-
cesses” in urban planning (Hauser, 2018, p. 231).
From the late 1970s, on small-scale urban planning
and the newprinciple of urban renewal accompanied the
intense usage of visual instruments for public informa-
tion and involvement. Comprehensive planning and new
means of communication—later described as the “com-
municative turn” (Healey, 1992)—generated controver-
sial debates in expert discourses (Albers, 2006). Therein,
planners reflected the role of civic society as more than
just involving the audience by passive notification, but
active participation (Wehland, 1983). The main purpose
of urban renewal was intended to change existing liv-
ing conditions either by modernisation and renovation
of historical structures, or by destruction and reconstruc-
tion. Thus, communication strategies tended to integrate
the affected people, including inhabitants, tradesper-
sons and owners via the pursuit of two goals. First, to
raise legitimisation and approval for the project and sec-
ond, to keep and promote the urban identity of the civic
society within their urban environment. In practice, East
and West Berlin planning municipalities provided infor-
mation campaigns and supported citizens’ interests in
participating. Visual elements on posters, brochures and
newspapers supported the written information, which
addressed citizens directly to attend the public events,
where they could articulate their opinions to experts and
political representatives.
Since the planning profession acknowledged how rel-
evant the “imageability” (Freestone, 2015) of the urban
environment was in the turn from the 1960s to 1970s,
visualisations were not only meant for pure illustration
of urban visions, but they were subjective and socially
constructed perceptions of space. The idea that visu-
alisations are products of and reflect aspects of iden-
tity, narratives and urban discourses provided new ap-
proaches for planners to use visualisations differently
(Mook, 2013).
The main challenge of the planning culture in the
late 1970s involved grappling with a variety of new
planning aspects: Accomplishing projects successfully
meant to develop and implement renewal strategies,
to serve the multiple requirements, to integrate and
satisfy more stakeholders and actor groups, and to
set tight but realistic timeframes. Additionally, formal
requirements varied according to the categorisation
of the planning projects, such as redevelopment ar-
eas (Sanierungsgebiete) or town planning programmes
(Städtebauprogramme). Therein, small-scale projects of-
ten served as pilots for new functional strategies, such as
sustainable or communitywelfare renewal, or as political
representations demonstrating power and progress.
Consequently, the communication strategies varied.
Designated redevelopment areas and their small-scale
subdivisions comprised clear local areas, groups of af-
fected people, and made functional authorities more
comprehensible for citizens. Here, special regulations
defined public communication and citizen involvement
more precisely (Stimmann, 2009). Initiated by plan-
ning authorities, various local actors, including planning
offices, district boards and social associations, imple-
mented intense on-site work in the neighbourhood(s) to
establish more direct contact. Although media reports
and public announcements in local newspapers were
used, customised visual campaigns such as leaflets or
posters prevailed as communicative tools. By compari-
son, large programmes addressed broader issues with
the general public, including the modernisation of in-
frastructures, management of housing shortages, and
meeting social needs. Communication was primarily ex-
ecuted via media. Such visual instruments ranged from
photographs, images, drafts and reports to exhibition
models and contributions in architectural competitions.
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4. Public Communication and Negotiation in 1980s
Socialist Planning Culture in East Berlin
While previous research approaches described the plan-
ning system and culture in the GDR as a strict top-
down, institutionalised and one-dimensional structure
of negotiation and decision-making practices with a uni-
form, uncritical public (Pollack & Rink, 1997), more re-
cent approaches emphasise the relevance of counter
public spheres, ‘loopholes’ within formal GDR structures
(e.g., church, culture institutions andmass organisations)
as well as informal networks (Engler, 2012; Jarausch,
2008). GDR socialism was based upon the principles of
Democratic Centralism and the subordination of individ-
ual interests for the common good of socialist society.
In other words, the propagated conformity of interests
from the leading party, state government, citizen repre-
sentatives and even society itself prevented any conflicts
of interest. Thus, a critical public sphere was neither nec-
essary nor possible. Since the early 1970s the GDR con-
stitution (originally passed in 1968 and updated in 1974)
and several laws highlighted the relevance of society in
planning participation and strengthened local political
administration and its representatives to foster more di-
rect contact and interactions. Still, the scope of civic so-
ciety’s influence on decision-making processes remained
limited. However, by the 1980s, civic society developed
a stronger, more prominent voice in public discourses,
with groups of actors formulating their interests more
loudly, which helped to further engage political activity,
even against the government (Betker & Bräuer, 2006).
In East Berlin, urban planning since the late 1970s
can be characterised by the strong influence on local
political authorities in municipal districts. According to
preparations for the 750-year jubilee of Berlin in 1987,
the Berlin Programme of 1976 announced wide con-
struction ambitions, such as the extension of symbolic
architecture as a capital city, the resolution of hous-
ing problems and the arrangements for the jubilee it-
self. As a result, planning authorities declared com-
plex reconstruction zones across a number of inhab-
ited areas, predominantly in central districts, including
Prenzlauer Berg, Friedrichshain and Mitte. Additionally,
pilot projects (e.g., Arnimplatz) were installed, where
communicative measures related to the public negotia-
tion process were tested (Stimmann, 1985).
Generally, the practical implementation and realisa-
tion of planning projects were the responsibility of dis-
trict councils. Here, several stakeholders within the plan-
ning practice, including the construction sector, housing
administration and installed task forces, worked closely
together, where their principle task was to report to
the district council’s political authorities. The proper
procedure regarding urban renewal projects was com-
prised of internal arrangements and preparations be-
tween planning authorities on national and city level
as well as the district council. Following the completion
of agreements and scheduling the planning project, lo-
cal representatives shared relevant public information
with the people and neighbourhoods affected by the
proposed changes via notice boards, posters, public dis-
plays or in assemblies. Formal objections to the pro-
posed plans could be articulated as written submissions
(Eingaben) or petitions. Citizens then filed these state-
ments with the appropriate planning authority, which
would then respond to stated concerns. Generally, this
written communication was more widely practiced than
public communication, which often replaced direct di-
alogues (Mühlberg, 2004). Though, other mechanisms
of public communication were also utilised, which in-
cluded extraordinary council sessions, assembly inputs
(Wahlkreisaktivberatung), on-site visits and face-to-face
criticism sessions. Here, the so-called public dialogue
consisted of a selected audience, which was mostly as-
signed to representatives of civic society from the house
community (Hausgemeinschaft), housing borough or
electoral district. Civic participationwas seen as both the
“right and duty” of every citizenwhowas expected to par-
ticipate in so-called democratic elections and actively ar-
ticulate their concerns to state authorities (Habitat DDR,
1976). In the GDR, in-fact public and unbiased negoti-
ation processes concerning planning projects were not
accepted and the influence from civic representatives
was limited. Visual instruments did not have a significant
relevance. Active involvement of civic society in urban
planning largely existed in the areas of producing plan-
ning quotes and accomplishing state-approved DIY tasks
such as undertaking repairs as well as planting and main-
taining cultivation. Here, the government initiated civic
and collective work as a joint commitment towards the
achievement of socialism. Political programmes as part
of mass organisations propagated various types of collec-
tive civic engagement, such as awards, contests and ini-
tiatives, broadly in media campaigns, like the campaign
promoted by the Mach Mit journal. In it, visualisations
demonstrated and promoted citizen participation.
For East Berlin planning, the case of a backyard con-
version in Oderberger Street 15/17 in 1980–1981 shows
an exceptional dealing within the afore-mentioned struc-
tures of GDR planning culture and East Berlin urban re-
newal, which can be viewed retrospectively as a pioneer-
ing project that involved public negotiation, civic par-
ticipation and the use of visual communication instru-
ments. The housing block was located in the historic
inner-city district Prenzlauer Berg, which was situated
within the closest proximity to the Berlin Wall. While
the district’s housing structure faced tremendous urban
decay as well as an enormous lack of green and recre-
ational areas, the social structure of the neighbourhood
was comprised of long-established Berlin inhabitants as
well as low-income earners, such as students, artists and
young people. Everyday life in the neighbourhood was
vibrant and eclectic, and could, to some extent, be char-
acterised by its unique bond to the urban environment.
Starting in 1978–1979, two parallel ambitions evolved to
convert the unused overgrown and rubbish-strewn back-
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yard. On the one side, planning authorities balanced be-
tween the construction of a grocery store andworkshops
for the construction industry, which would facilitate local
DIY repairs and modernisation activities. On the other
side, a small group of inhabitants intended to improve
their unsatisfying living situation by converting the back-
yard into a playground and green space. Encouraged by
the aforementionedMachMit campaign, the inhabitants
in Oderberger Street 15/17 sought to plant greenery and
establish a playground for children in an effort to create
a public space for the benefit of the neighbourhood.
Analyses of archival documents ascertained the com-
munication relations as follows: Since 1979, the district
municipality was aware of the inhabitants’ ambitions
as represented in the many letters submitted on the
matter, and it adapted their plans to combine work-
shops and playground installations. However, they did
not correspond to the inhabitants’ area layout (see
Figure 1). On occasion of spontaneous tree felling works
in summer 1981, neighbourhood representatives initi-
ated the first interaction between them and the munic-
ipality. More precisely, the housing borough committee
(Wohnbezirksausschuss), the formal representative insti-
tution of the neighbourhood community, requested in-
formation from the council representative.
The option to submit written objections via submis-
sions and petitions was extensively used. Given the ex-
tensive use ofwritten submissions and petitions concern-
ing resident objections to projects at this time, a num-
ber of visualisations are available and take two common
forms. In the first set, photos of the courtyard depicted
inadequate conditions and supported arguments for a
swift conversion process, while in the second form,maps
were drafted as propositions for possible conversions
of the space. The function of the visual materials high-
lighted the written objections and citizens’ demands and
demonstrates their commitment to engaging in the plan-
ning process. Additionally, in the submission letter, the
neighbourhood initiative emphasises their willingness to
open communication channels as well as to take part in
a joint conversion process. Although we cannot trace the
documents back to the original author(s) of the initia-
tive who drew the maps nor can we determine whether
they received help from planning professionals, it’s clear
that the small group of neighbours were artists who pos-
sessed a creative affinity. The physical material of the
submitted drafts take the form of copying paper, which
could indicate a blueprint method for maintaining princi-
ples of proportionality (see Figure 2). Since the initiative
used the housing borough committee to submit their ob-
jections in an appropriate manner, it is possible that sup-
port was obtained from other active members within or
close to this local representative institution. However, it
traces the strong social bondage in this neighbourhood
and district.
Subsequently, the intense commitment of the neigh-
bourhood initiative in written and visualised forms led
to the adoption of more transparent practices in the
state’s planning procedures: first, by letter correspon-
dence, and second, through dialogue formats, such as
Figure 1. From left to right: Maps for the backyard conversion designed by planning authorities and neighbourhood actors.
Sources: “Städtebauliche Bestätigung (Reg.-Nr. 204/81)” (1981). Image rights: Landesarchiv Berlin.
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Figure 2. Draft of the conversionmap drawn by the neighbourhood initiative of Oderberger Street 15/17. Source: “Eingabe
zum Bauvorhaben Tischlerei/Kinderspielplatz auf dem Gelände hinter den Häusern der Oderberger Str. 15–18” (1981).
Image rights: Landesarchiv Berlin.
two on-site visits and several face-to-face talks. However,
‘public’ meant that only a few selected neighbourhood
representatives could attend as these communication
meetings. Following the socialist understanding of pub-
lic negotiation, key figures on both sides functioned as
district municipality officers or as appointed represen-
tatives of civic society. Although the civic influence on
decision-making practices related to the planning as-
pects of the project seem limited, archive documents re-
veal their impact on local politics. In district council meet-
ings, political and planning authorities regularly analy-
sed and reflected upon the active and critical contribu-
tions of neighbourhood representatives in assemblies
and permanent submission letters. Several suggestions
were ultimately implemented into the formal planning
concept and the monthly or annual quota achievement
documents (Haushalts- und Volkswirtschaftsplan) of the
district municipality. Due to staff and resource short-
ages in Prenzlauer Berg and the housing boroughs of
Oderberger Street, several planned communicative inter-
actions remained unrealised. Nevertheless, in December
1981, the council adopted a resolution that shifted the
location for the workshops and conceded to a joint
conversion plan. Its contents conveyed the construc-
tion of a playground and of a more expansive green
space as a cooperation between planning authorities
and the neighbourhood initiative (Council of the Berlin-
Prenzlauer Berg District, 1982).
Between 1982 and 1984 neighbourhood initiatives,
whichwere formally affiliatedwith representatives in the
housing borough committee, fulfilled the project with
district council support (in the form of material, finan-
cial and advisory resources). Although the project was
based on a bottom-up civic initiative, an extraordinary
endeavour for its time, which was made possible due
to the broad, fervent civic involvement in the planning
process, political authorities credited the successful con-
version for its planning propaganda. The initially so re-
luctant acting district municipality instrumentalised the
courtyard, which, in the following years, became a fa-
mous cultural hub in East Berlin, for the growing popu-
larity of green space conversions. The general need for
green spaces within the dense and decaying housing dis-
tricts and the increasing economy of scarcity is reflected
in the GDR planning culture in mid-1980s (Topfstedt,
1999). While the deterioration of economic power and
political sovereignty became more visible—for citizens
as well as for the ‘capitalist opponents’ behind the Iron
Curtain—the demonstration of power and control during
this period in the GDRwas important. Thus, the greening
trends were implemented and propagated more promi-
nently in the Mach Mit campaigns. This strategy killed
two birds with one stone: First, it improved living condi-
tions bymasking economic limitations while demonstrat-
ing state control, and second, it sought to lower discon-
tent through the promotion of civic engagement and but-
tress state support. As such, the discussed case was por-
trayed as success story and shaped the official narrative
for a pioneering-grassroots urban renewal (“Leaflet doc-
uments,” 1984).
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5. Public Dialogue and Participation Arrangements in
the 1980s West Berlin Planning Culture
The early 1970s witnessed the dawn of a new era in
planning culture, which was largely influenced by Anglo-
American paradigms (Bolan, 1969; Schubert, 2017;
Wakeman, 2014). The period saw a kind of democrati-
sation of its planning practice as communication with
the public became a more crucial, legitimating ele-
ment of local municipalities and their proposed projects.
Over time, a steady shift took place from the original
comprehensive paradigm in which single planners over-
saw large-scale projects to a cooperative project-based
decision-making process that used new communicative
instruments to include a variety of actors and inter-
ests (Haumann, 2015). Based on the democratic under-
standing of the FRG, an ‘open’ society shall consider
individual as well as collective interests in a (critical)
public dialogue. According to urban renewal principles
the negotiation process of planning had to include ac-
tive civic participation, which was also fixed in the le-
gal regime; for instance in the Law for the Promotion of
Urban Renewal (Städtebauförderungsgesetz, 1971) and
the Federal Town Planning Law (Bundesbaugesetz, 1976).
In West Berlin, planning practice encountered urban re-
newal by various small-scale projects in large redevelop-
ment areas. The 1980s culminated in the general plu-
ralisation of society, which was accompanied by politi-
cal upheaval, widespread frustration and population de-
crease (Jarausch, 2008). The municipality of West Berlin
responded to both the decaying inner-city housing struc-
tures and critiques regarding planning politics with the
Second Urban Renewal Programme (Senator für Bau-
und Wohnungswesen, 1974), the International Planning
Exhibition (IBA; Senator für Bau- und Wohnungswesen
Berlin, 1978) and the 12 Guidelines of Urban Renewal
(Hämer, 1984). Pioneering projects such as at Klausener
Platz combined urban renewal with the testing of new
communicative instruments in planning practice to in-
crease local civic participation. Following the implemen-
tation of participatory planning as the common practice,
visualisations were used as independent instruments ev-
ermore. The strategic impetus sought to promote and
facilitate multilateral public communications within the
process of negotiating a planning consensus (Freestone,
2015; Reuß, 2013). Here, the complexity of planning
situations was supposed to be made comprehensible
for all—regardless of planning knowledge/expertise—via
the use of visual instruments, such as collages, illustra-
tions, drafts, schemes, models and photographs (Schultz
& Stein, 2013). On a city-wide and national level, success-
ful pilots reportedly generated broad public acceptance
and legitimisation for the planning paradigm and its po-
litical implementation (see Figure 3).
The second case, Bülowstraße, block 86–89, illus-
trates a pilot project of environmental sustainability in
urban renewal. In 1986, itwas declared as the last project
of the redevelopment area in the district of Schöneberg
(see Figure 4). Here, the agenda sought to modernise
the historic housing structure and improve living condi-
tions through the reduction of urban density, the estab-
lishment of greening measures and sustainable energy
consumption and the guarantee that the existing popu-
lation could remain at no additional charge.
Adapting the prior mentioned legal planning regula-
tions in designated areas, a comprehensible and citizen-
Figure 3. From left to right: Posters of the international planning exhibition in Kreuzberg inviting the public to a work-
shop exhibition in 1980 and an assembly in 1982. Sources: “First Projects for the International Building Exhibition Berlin
1984” (1980) and “New apartments at Kottbusser Tor?” (1982). Image rights: S.T.E.R.N. Gesellschaft der behutsamen
Stadterneuerung mbH.
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Figure 4. From left to right: Visualisations illustrating a vision of the redevelopment area after the implementation to facil-
itate the public dialogue and negotiation process and a sketch explaining the demolition plans to clear space and improve
living conditions. Source from left to right: Planergemeinschaft Kohlbrenner & Dubach (1989); Bezirksamt Schöneberg
(1992). Image rights: Planergemeinschaft Stadt und Raum eG.
oriented communication strategy was launched before
the start of renewal work. This strategy entailed the plan-
ning authorities informing those to be affected by the
proposed project through public announcements, dis-
plays, and arranging setup opportunities for Q&As in or-
der to facilitate feedback. Finally, a public assembly to
encourage a dialogue between the planners involved
with the project and affected residents was initiated.
According to stated procedure, comments and critique
were to be verified by the planning authorities and, if rel-
evant, were required to be integrated into the planning
concept. Afterwards, public announcements concerning
the revised project had to be displayed once more—for
the public’s consideration, so they could invoice any po-
tential feedback. While this procedure followed demo-
cratic and participatory principles, it also bore the risk of
prolonging the preparation process. Consequences that
such extensions could have for the implementation of
the planning project will be examined later.
The responsibility of the whole project fell to the
district municipality of Schöneberg, which delegated
several tasks to non-corporate planning offices and
several district offices. Although the planning author-
ities built on successfully implemented projects from
earlier years, the individual context of each planning
area presented a new challenge every time. Here, it
was to integrate both the many new planning goals
(related to sustainable and urban renewal) as well
as citizen-oriented communication and participation
strategy. A local office was installed in the project’s
neighbourhood by an independent consulting agency
(Arbeitsgemeinschaft für Sozialplanung und angewandte
Stadtforschung [AG SPAS]), which served as a permanent
direct contact and service point with experts in planning,
sociology and education (Bezirksamt Schöneberg, 1991).
In this case, the institution functioned as a transmitter
between political authorities and residents. More specif-
ically, the office operated as a translator of planning is-
sues to the public as well as a consultant that supported
tenants in matters of ecological issues. Additionally, also
it functioned as a data collector and observer of existing
circumstances within the district municipality and plan-
ning offices as well as a moderator of social and financial
aspects caused by renewal consequences. Their commu-
nication strategies included individual face-to-face inter-
actions, public assemblies as well as media campaigns
(see Figure 5).
In these various versions of communication visuali-
sations took an important role, which will be examined
in detail in a moment. Concrete aspects of ecological
renewal, including energy-saving measures and sustain-
able living in everyday life or the advantages of greened
facades, were articulated either in smaller face-to-face
consultations, information sessions or via information
brochures. In the brochures, visual elements, such as
photos, models and illustrations, were accompanied by
spoken or written information (see Figure 6). Assemblies
and informationmeetings regarding the planning project
and any of the latest process adaptions were proceeded
in a similar manner; that is through face-to-face encoun-
ters in information documents. Here, the archival docu-
ments reveal that the written documents were bilingual
(German and Turkish) due to the social structure of the
neighbourhood. In its function as a data collector, the
staff of the consulting agency, AG SPAS, not only gath-
ered information, such as statistics, but they also con-
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Figure 5. From left to right: Newspaper article about sustainable urban renewal within the redevelopment area and invi-
tation leaflet for the second consideration meeting. Source: Bezirksamt Schöneberg (1992).
ducted surveys through sending questionnaires, which
were distributed to the households as well as on-site vis-
its with inhabitants. Within this particular format of pub-
lic communication, visualisations did not play a signifi-
cant role. As such, data reports for the planning and po-
litical authorities were shapedmore by planners’ vocabu-
lary and less by visual elements, aside fromdata statistics
and graphics.
Before analysing the essential communicative tool
of inhabitant representation (Betroffenenvertretung), it
is important to consider the social structure of the af-
fected neighbourhoods. The social composition was pri-
Figure 6. Information leaflet explaining cost savings through the sustainable urban renewal measurements. Source:
Source: Bezirksamt Schöneberg (1992). Image rights: ÖKOLAUS—Ökologische Landschaftspflege, Architektur und
Siedlungsplanung and AG SPAS.
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marily characterised by low-income and low-education
level, Turkish migrants and large families (Bezirksamt
Schöneberg, 1992, pp. 48–50). With regard to the inhab-
itant representation, population demographics were a
vital element in the case of Bülowstraße, block 86–89.
Formally required in 1977 for redevelopment areas,
elected representatives of the affected community could
attend meetings between planning authorities and re-
lated actors, which allowed them to participate directly
in the negotiation and decision-making process. In this
case, a permanent engagement of representatives could
not be arranged because the public’s focus was spread
across numerous individual topics and the complexity of
the whole project expected too much. Consequently, be-
cause no elected inhabitant representation came into ex-
istence, by law every affected person could attend the
round tables. Archival sources reveal a heavily reliance
on technical language—spoken only in German—at the
meetings, whichmade themdifficult to follow for laypeo-
ple. Hence, a structured public negotiation process in-
cluding active civic participation existed just temporary
and topic based.
Furthermore, the implementation of the project took
longer than expected due to the complex, interdepend-
ing planning issues and the multitude of institutions
involved. Additionally, the slow diminishment in fund-
ing led to fewer expenditures in the public communica-
tion strategy and employment of staff in the local of-
fice. The consulting agency AG SPAS tried to compen-
sate the shortened expenses for direct and local commu-
nication by media campaigns such as information docu-
ments. This prolonged period of setbacks gave rise to un-
certainty and doubts amongst residents who had grown
sceptical of the project and its promises, of lease stability,
protection from displacement and sustainable renewal.
The complexity of the project and the lengthy duration
of the whole process ultimately led to decreased inter-
est in public participation.
Nevertheless, the project was realised between
1990–1992. All inhabitants, who wished to return,
were provided with housing at no additional expense.
Although there had been a lack of interest and scepti-
cism about the innovative approach of environmental
sustainability, inhabitants were satisfied with the final
results (Bezirksamt Schöneberg, 1992, pp. 48–50). The
planning authorities, who failed to implement the en-
tirety of their communication strategy, reflected on their
pioneering project and were able to draw conclusions
on how to improve their approach on future planning
projects. In the end, the political and planning authori-
ties perceived the case of Bülowstraße, block 86–89, as
a successful implementation.
6. Conclusion
This article examined the crucial role that innovative
strategies of communication and visualisation were play-
ing during the changing culture of urban planning that
emerged in the 1970s and 1980s. In order to better un-
derstand the historical context of this process, a long-
term perspective was applied to our case studies in East
and West Berlin, which exemplify variations in strategy
and effect in both the socialist and capitalist societies on
either side of the Wall during the Cold War. Despite the
unique challenges Berlin faced related to the destruction
it suffered during thewar and its afflictionwith stagnated
urban development, the city rose from its embers in the
decades that followedwhere it became fertile ground for
competing ideologically driven urban planning projects.
Large-scale projects for housing and motorways were
presented in expansive public campaigns, which were
promoted using visual instruments, such as international
building exhibitions, large competitions or regional plans.
While different institutional systems prevailed on both
sides, often amidst intense political confrontation, both
systems followed similar concepts of top-down planning
and prioritised the construction of buildings for the de-
velopment of the national capital or a centre of culture.
The article highlighted the fundamental shift in plan-
ning culture from one marked by its political antago-
nism to one that was less hostile over the course of the
1970s. Within these changing circumstances, both sides
and their opposing political agendas began developing
innovative strategies for urban renewal of the historic
inner-city. The shift to small-scale planning and the more
significant involvement of citizens and their interests led
to the adoption of new approaches, which empowered
local actors involved in political administration and plan-
ning. Furthermore, adaptation of the planning culture
further broadened the field of responsible actors. While
larger decision-making processes were typically medi-
ated in higher state institutions,where theywere strongly
shaped by their respective ideological frameworks, plan-
ners typically managed day-to-day operations, including
the administration of public communication.
Using two small-scale cases, the article empirically
demonstrated the ways in which unique, individual con-
texts impacted the management and operation of plan-
ning projects. Reflecting on the use of communicative
instruments and visual tools between city planners and
residents, it became clear that public communication
merges the political frame and formal planning guide-
lines with the concrete local conditions, including social
structure, planning ambition and level of urban identity
(Häußermann & Siebel, 2004; Selle, 2017), through the
planner’s customised “toolkit” (Freestone, 2018, p. 199).
The use of particular visual and communicative instru-
ments is dependent on the involved actors who pro-
duce and send messages and thereby produce a public.
The East Berlin case demonstrated how a strong sense
of urban identity combined with a permanent as well
as clever use of regular communication strategies could
strengthen civic engagement. A bottom-up approach—
marked by its profound use of visualisations—initiated
public communication, which later became an influen-
tial voice during the negotiation process of the courtyard
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conversion. By contrast, the West Berlin case stressed
the importance of altering communicative strategies to
the local context. In this case, even though formalised
planning preconditions offered structures to facilitate a
broad dialogue between the public and planners, blind
spots regarding the demographic structure of the neigh-
bourhood in question and an incomplete reflection con-
cerning the residents’ willingness to participate in the
planning process, has challenged the success (of practice
rather than final acceptance) of the project.
The ambivalence of planning culture was also exam-
ined; that is, the tension between using urban planning
as a function of the political imagination or as an “im-
age of the future” (Seehausen, 2015, p. 117), and the
challenges related to the practical implementation of
such visions. The variety of deployedmedia, communica-
tion instruments and visual tools reflects the degree of
social differentiation and the necessity of adapting the
planner’s “toolkit” as it pertains to specific topics, lan-
guage, regulations and resources as well as involved ac-
tor groups, ‘sending,’ ‘perceiving’ and voice claiming ac-
tor constellations. With regard to the role of visualisa-
tions as communicative tools in planning discourses, it
became clear that while visuality was treated as a de-
vice that could speak for itself in planning theory, in prac-
tice it was often used to support, accompany or illustrate
written and spoken topics. Undoubtedly, visualisations
appealed to audiences that were being addressed and
helped promote a dialogue between the actor groups.
The variety of used visualisations highlights themany cre-
ative ways this tool was deployed during the negotiation
process of planning projects, which both cases demon-
strate within the context of their own political systems
and planning cultures.
Through the investigation of urban planning prac-
tices and their relationship to the public within the
distinct political systems of East and West Berlin, two
similarities can be located: One, in both micro-scale
cases, major ideological concepts in social and politi-
cal discourses that emanated from higher government
structures were reproduced in planning processes and
projects, which can be observed in forging a public dia-
logue and the development of the concept of urban re-
newal. Two, the pioneering role of the urban renewal
projects that were analysed shaped subsequent projects
as well as today’s planning culture, more generally. With
both projects, innovative communicative strategies were
tested and ultimately paved the way for future planning
projects and present-day paradigms related to multilat-
eral digitised communication, civic participation in plan-
ning discourses beyond formally declared development
areas, bottom-up decision-making and citizen-oriented
urban sociology.
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